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DETAILED ACTION 
Drawings 

1 . The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .83(a). Tine drawings must slnow 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the panel without an 
optical guide and scattering particles including at least one detector arranged along said 
at least one edge and said panel being operative to transmit electromagnetic radiation 
to said at least one edge (Claims 1 and 30) must be shown or the feature(s) canceled 
from the claim(s). No new matter should be entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in 
reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended 
replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate 
prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure 
number of an amended drawing should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure 
is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, 
and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate 
changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering 
of the remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an 
application must be labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New 
Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner. 
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the applicant will be notified and informed of any required corrective action in the next 
Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be held in abeyance. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person sl^illed in the 
art to which It pertains, or with which It Is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the Inventor of carrying out his Invention. 

3. Claims 1 -2, 7-9, 1 5, 1 8, 22, 24-27, 29-31 , 36-38, 44, 47, 51 , 53-56 and 58 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the written 
description requirement . The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. 

Claims 1 and 30 recite a panel without an optical guide and scattering particles 
including at least one detector arranged along said at least one edge and said panel 
being operative to transmit electromagnetic radiation to said at least one edge , 
(emphasis added). However, the specification contains no teachings or suggestions 
directed towards the claimed panel sufficient to reasonably convey to one of ordinary 
skill in the art that the inventor had possession of the claimed invention at the time the 
application as filed. Specifically, how does a panel without an optical guide or scattering 
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particles direct a beam of electromagnetic radiation to a detector arranged along one 
edge of the panel? 

Examiner notes paragraph [0050] of the specification as filed teaches the 
electromagnetic radiation is "scattered by the screen." Paragraph [0052] teaches the 
"screen preferably is made of a relatively transparent material with small but significant 
scattering properties " (emphasis added). How do the aforementioned screens perform 
light scatter? Does Applicant consider the subject matter to be well known in the art 
such that further details were omitted? 

Examiner notes an alternative embodiment is also disclosed. Paragraph [0096] 
teaches "a transparent non-scattering element in contact with a Lambertian surface may 
be employed." However, the claim does not appear to read on this subject matter 
because "said panel being operative to transmit electromagnetic radiation from said at 
least one beam impinging thereon to said at least one edge thereof claims the panel 
itself is redirecting the beam to the detector. 

Claims 2, 7-9, 15, 18, 22, 24-27, 29, 31, 36-38, 44, 47, 51, 53-56 and 58 are 
dependent on Claims 1 and 30 are rejected for substantially the same reasons. 

For the remainder of this Office Action Examiner is interpreting the claim to read 
on an optical guide in conjunction with a scattering element other than particles. 
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4. Claims 1-2, 7-9, 15, 18, 22, 24-27, 29-31, 36-38, 44, 47, 51, 53-56 and 58 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement 
requirement . The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the Invention. 

With respect to Claims 1 and 30, Applicant's most recent amendment and 
arguments, dated June 15, 2010 (hereinafter referred to as "Remarks"), attempt to 
distinguish the structure of the claimed invention from the structure of a previously cited 
reference. Specifically, on p. 11 of the Remarks, Applicant argues "[t]he present 
invention panel does not require specialized optical guide channels and/or scattering 
particles. To better define the present invention over the art, applicants have amended 
claim 1 ... a transparent non-scattering element may be used in an alternative 
embodiment" (emphasis added). Examiner notes the manner in which the panel is able 
to transmit the input beam towards detectors arranged along the edges of said panel 
without optical guides and scattering particles, is not enabled by the specification as 
filed or reflected in the newly amended claims. Specifically, how does a panel without 
an optical guide or scattering particles direct a beam of electromagnetic radiation to a 
detector arranged along one edge of the panel? 

Examiner notes paragraph [0050] of the specification as filed teaches the 
electromagnetic radiation is "scattered by the screen." Paragraph [0052] teaches the 
"screen preferably is made of a relatively transparent material with small but significant 
scattering properties " (emphasis added). How do the aforementioned screens perform 
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light scatter? Does Applicant consider the subject matter to be well known in the art 
such that further details were omitted? 

Examiner notes an alternative embodiment is also disclosed. Paragraph [0096] 
teaches "a transparent non-scattering element in contact with a Lambertian surface may 
be employed." However, the claim does not appear to read on this subject matter 
because "said panel being operative to transmit electromagnetic radiation from said at 
least one beam impinging thereon to said at least one edge thereof claims the panel 
itself is redirecting the beam to the detector. 

Claims 2, 7-9, 15, 18, 22, 24-27, 29, 31, 36-38, 44, 47, 51, 53-56 and 58 are 
dependent on Claims 1 and 30 are rejected for substantially the same reasons. 

For the remainder of this Office Action Examiner is interpreting the claim to read 
on an optical guide in conjunction with a scattering element other than particles. 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



6. Claims 1 -2, 7-9, 1 5, 1 8, 22, 24-27, 29-31 , 36-38, 44, 47, 51 , 53-56 and 58 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being incomplete for omitting 
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essential elements , such omission amounting to a gap between the elements. See 

MPEP § 2172.01 . The omitted elements are: 

a. an element that in some way shape or form enables a panel (without an 
optical guide and scattering particles including at least one detector arranged 
along said at least one edge) to transmit electromagnetic radiation to said at least 
one edge , (emphasis added). Specifically, how does a panel without an optical 
guide or scattering particles direct a beam of electromagnetic radiation to a 
detector arranged along one edge of the panel? 

Examiner notes paragraph [0050] of the specification as filed teaches the 
electromagnetic radiation is "scattered by the screen." Paragraph [0052] teaches 
the "screen preferably is made of a relatively transparent material with small but 
significant scattering properties " (emphasis added). How do the aforementioned 
screens perform light scatter? Does Applicant consider the subject matter to be 
well known in the art such that further details were omitted? 

Examiner notes an alternative embodiment is also disclosed. Paragraph 
[0096] teaches "a transparent non-scattering element in contact with a 
Lambertian surface may be employed." However, the claim does not appear to 
read on this subject matter because "said panel being operative to transmit 
electromagnetic radiation from said at least one beam impinging thereon to said 
at least one edge thereof claims the panel itself is redirecting the beam to the 
detector. 
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Claims 1 and 30 lacl< tlie essential claim language. 

Claims 2, 7-9, 15, 18, 22, 24-27, 29, 31, 36-38, 44, 47, 51, 53-56 and 58 are 
dependent on Claims 1 and 30 are rejected for substantially the same reasons. 

For the remainder of this Office Action Examiner is interpreting the claim to read 
on an optical guide in conjunction with a scattering element other than particles. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1 -2, 7-9, 1 5, 1 8, 22, 24-27, 29-31 , 36-38, 44, 47, 51 , 53-56 and 58 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Oikawa et al. (U.S. Pat. 
No.: 4,320,292) in view of Lipman et al. (WO 03/104965). 

With respect to Claim 1 , Oikawa teaches an interface apparatus comprising: 
a panel defining at least one edge (Figs. 1 , 2 and 6-1 1 ); 
at least one detector arranged along said at least one edge of said panel (Fig. 1 , 
items 13 and 14 and Figs. 6-7, items 68); and 
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an electromagnetic radiation beam emitter operative to direct at least one beam 
of electromagnetic radiation onto said panel from a variable distance and at a variable 
angle (Figs. 1-3 and 7 and Col. 6, lines 49-51); 

said panel being operative to transmit electromagnetic radiation from said at least 
one beam impinging thereon to said at least one edge thereof, for detection by said at 
least one detector (Figs. 1 , 2 and 6-1 1 and Col. 3, lines 28-46 teach the light from the 
input device is scattered and detected at the edges), said panel being operative to 
attenuate said electromagnetic radiation passing there through to said at least one edge 
as a function of the distance traveled by the electromagnetic radiation through the panel 
(Col. 3, line 65. Examiner notes that the light inherently attenuates as a function of time 
and distance traveled), whereby said at least one detector is operative to provide at 
least one output (Col. 3, lines 34-52). 

However, Oikawa fails to expressly teach an output usable to determine said 
variable distance and said variable angle (emphasis added). 

Lipman teaches a light pen system to receive at least one output and to 
determine said variable distance and variable angle (p.7, line 23-p.8, line 24). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the detection system of 
Oikawa to include the stylus and angle detection of Lipman to provide advanced 
functionality resulting in an intuitive and responsive user interface (Lipman, p. 5, line 
10). 

Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches an interface apparatus to determine variable 
distance and angle of an input device. However, Oikawa in view of Lipman fails to 
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expressly teach a panel without an optical guide and scattering particles therein 
(emphasis added). 

Examiner takes official notice that Lambertian surfaces are well known in the art. 
Examiner notes Lambertian surfaces are typically used provide a scattering effect. 
Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches a device which is different from the claimed interface 
apparatus by the substitution of the step(s) of a panel without an optical guide and 
scattering particles therein. Official notice teaches the substituted step(s) of a 
Lambertian surface and their functions were known in the art to provide a scattering 
element to reflect and diffuse electromagnetic radiation. 

The optical guide and scattering particles of Oikawa in view of Lipman could 
have been substituted with an optical guide in conjunction with a Lambertian surface as 
taught by Official notice and the results would have been predictable and resulted in a 
panel without an optical guide and scattering particles therein with detectors arranged 
along the edge of said panel. Therefore, the claimed subject matter would have been 
obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made. 

With respect to Claim 2, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1, discussed above, and wherein said panel is selected 
from a group consisting of: a display, a mobile telephone display panel, a hand- held 
computing device display panel, a television panel and an input pad panel (Oikawa, Fig. 
1, Abstract and Col. 9, lines 17-20). 
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With respect to Claim 7, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1 , discussed above, and wherein said at least one 
detector comprises a substantially linear array of detectors (Oikawa, Fig. 1). 

With respect to Claim 8, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1, discussed above, and wherein said at least one 
detector is capable of detecting said electromagnetic radiation at predetermined 
frequencies in at least one of visible and non-visible ranges (Oikawa, Col. 6, lines 49-51 
teach the light source is an infrared ray. Examiner notes that a detector designed to 
detect an infrared ray inherently teaches detection of electromagnetic radiation at a 
predetermined frequency in non-visible ranges. Examiner further notes that the 
predetermined frequency in the claim as written is not defined and the group including 
at least one of visible and non-visible ranges reads on all electromagnetic radiation). 

With respect to Claim 9, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1, discussed above, and wherein said electromagnetic 
radiation beam emitter is operative to provide at least one of a substantially conical 
beam (Oikawa, Fig. 2 teaches a conical beam and Col. 6, line 53 teaches a conical tip), 
at least one substantially collimated beam, at least one beam having a substantially 
asymmetrical cross section, at least one beam having a substantially pyramidal shape 
and at least one beam having a substantially polygonal cross section. 



Application/Control Number: 10/599,399 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2629 

With respect to Claim 15, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1, discussed above, and wherein said electromagnetic 
radiation beam emitter is operative to provide at least one of a modulated beam, a 
beam of visible light and a beam of non-visible electromagnetic radiation (Oikawa, Col. 
6, lines 49-51). 

With respect to Claim 18, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1 , discussed above, and also comprising detector output 
processing circuitry operative to receive at least one output of said at least one detector 
and to provide an output indication of at least one of location, orientation, shape and 
size of at least one impingement spot defined by impingement of said at least one 
electromagnetic radiation beam on said panel (Oikawa, Col. 3, lines 34-52). 

With respect to Claim 22, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1, discussed above, and also comprising detector output 
processing circuitry operative to receive at least one output of said at least one detector 
and to provide an output indication of at least one of the location and angular orientation 
of said electromagnetic radiation beam emitter (Lipman, p.7, line 23-p.8, line 26). 

The further limitations of Claims 24-26 are rejected for substantially the same 
reasons as Claim 22, discussed above. 
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With respect to Claim 27, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1, discussed above, wherein impingement of said beam 
on said panel provides a substantially elliptical impingement spot (Oikawa, Fig. 2 and 
Col. 6, line 53 teach a conical shaped beam. Examiner notes that a conical shaped 
beam provides a substantially elliptical impingement spot, particularly when the beam is 
at an angle). 

With respect to Claim 29, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1 , discussed above and comprising analysis circuitry 
operative to employ detected variations in intensity of said electromagnetic radiation at 
different locations on an impingement spot defined by impingement of said beam on 
said panel, thereby to assist in determination of an angle of intersection between said 
beam and said panel (Lipman, p.7, line 23-p.8, line 24). 

With respect to Claim 30, Oikawa teaches an interface method comprising: 
providing a panel defining at least one edge (Figs. 1 , 2 and 6-1 1 ), at least one detector 
arranged along said at least one edge of said panel (Fig. 1, items 13 and 14 and Figs. 
6-7, items 68) and an electromagnetic radiation beam emitter operative to direct at least 
one beam of electromagnetic radiation onto said panel from a variable distance and at a 
variable angle (Figs. 1-3 and 7 and Col. 6, lines 49-51); 

directing said beam of electromagnetic radiation from said electromagnetic 
radiation beam emitter onto said panel, thereby producing at least one impingement 
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spot (Figs. 1 , 2 and 7 and Col. 3, lines 28-46 teach the light from the input device is 
directed onto the panel producing at least one impingement spot and then scattered and 
detected at the edges); 

employing said panel to transmit electromagnetic radiation from said at least one 
impingement spot to said at least one edge thereof (Figs. 1 , 2 and 6-1 1 and Col. 3, lines 
28-46 teach the light from the input device is scattered and detected at the edges), said 
panel being operative to attenuate said electromagnetic radiation passing therethrough 
to said at least one edge as a function of the distance traveled by the electromagnetic 
radiation through the panel (Col. 3, line 65. Examiner notes that the light inherently 
attenuates as a function of time and distance traveled); 

detecting, by said at least one detector, said electromagnetic radiation 
transmitted by said panel to said at least one edge (Col. 3, lines 34-52); 

However, Oikawa fails to expressly teach employing an output of said at least 
one detector to determine said variable distance and said variable angle (emphasis 
added). 

Lipman teaches a light pen system to receive at least one output of said at least 
one detector and to determine said variable distance and variable angle (p.7, line 23- 
p.8, line 24). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the 
detection system of Oikawa to include the stylus and angle detection of Lipman to 
provide advanced functionality resulting in an intuitive and responsive user interface 
(Lipman, p. 5, line 10). 
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Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches an interface method to determine variable 
distance and angle of an input device. However, Oikawa in view of Lipman fails to 
expressly teach providing a panel without an optical guide and scattering particles 
therein (emphasis added). 

Examiner takes official notice that Lambertian surfaces are well known in the art. 
Examiner notes Lambertian surfaces are typically used provide a scattering effect. 
Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches a method which is different from the claimed 
interface method by the substitution of the step(s) of providing a panel without an optical 
guide and scattering particles therein. Official notice teaches the substituted step(s) of 
a Lambertian surface and their functions were known in the art to provide a scattering 
element to reflect and diffuse electromagnetic radiation. 

The optical guide and scattering particles of Oikawa in view of Lipman could 
have been substituted with an optical guide in conjunction with a Lambertian surface as 
taught by Official notice and the results would have been predictable and resulted in 
providing a panel without an optical guide and scattering particles therein with detectors 
arranged along the edge of said panel. Therefore, the claimed subject matter would 
have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made. 

The further limitations of Claims 31, 36-38, 44, 47, 51, 53-56 and 58 are rejected 
for substantially the same reasons as Claims 2, 7-9, 15, 18, 22, 24-27 and 29, 
discussed above. 



Application/Control Number: 10/599,399 
Art Unit: 2629 



Page 16 



9. Claims 10, 28, 39 and 57 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Oikawa in view of Lipman and further in view of Applicant admitted 
prior art (hereinafter referred to as "AAPA"). 

With respect to Claim 10, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 1 , discussed above. However, Oikawa in view of Lipman 
fails to expressly teach wherein said electromagnetic radiation beam emitter is operative 
to provide a plurality of beams. 

AAPA teaches providing a plurality of beams (based on prior official notice). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the light pen of 
Oikawa in view of Lipman to provide a plurality of beams as taught by AAPA to improve 
the functionality and versatility of the overall system. 

With respect to Claim 28, Oikawa in view of Lipman teaches the interface 
apparatus according to Claim 27, discussed above, and also comprising analysis 
circuitry operative to determine the elliptical eccentricity of the light incident on the 
display and determining an angle of intersection between said beam and said panel 
(Lipman, p.7, line 23-p.8, line 24). However, Oikawa in view of Lipman fail to expressly 
teach determining a ratio of a major axis and a minor axis of said elliptical impingement 
spot. 
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AAPA teaches the equivalence of using the major/minor axis of said elliptical 
impingement and Lipman's calculation of the elliptical eccentricity for their use in 
determining an angle of intersection (based on prior official notice). Examiner notes that 
the selection of any of these known equivalents would be within the level of one of 
ordinary skill in the art. 

The further limitations of Claims 39 and 57 are rejected for substantially the same 
reasons as Claims 10 and 28, discussed above. 

Response to Arguments 

1 0. Applicant's arguments filed June 1 5, 201 0 (hereinafter "Remarks") have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Optical guide and scatter 

On pages 10-1 1 of the Remarks, Applicant argues "[t]he present invention does 
not require specialized optical guide channels and/or scattering particles." Examiner 
disagrees. 

As discussed above with regards to the rejections under 35 (JSC § 1 12, 
Examiner notes that the specification as filed does not support a panel with sensors 
mounted in the edges (i.e.. Fig. 2, item 102) without some type of optical guide and 
scattering element to re-direct the electromagnetic radiation beam from the surface to 
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the edges where the detector is located . Examiner is unsure exactly how Applicant's 
detector is able to receive a signal if the electromagnetic radiation beam is not made to 
scatter or directed via an optical guide to the at least one detector along said at least 
one edge of said panel. 

In the interest of compact prosecution, Examiner further notes that Applicant 
appears to be misinterpreting the meaning of an "optical guide." Examiner notes an 
optical guide is a broad term and encompasses any means by which an optical signal is 
directed to a specific location, i.e., redirecting a beam of light from a screen to a 
detector located at the edge of the screen. An optical guide is not tied to a specific 
structure or device to perform the redirection of light. 

Importance of Oikawa and scatterer 

On pages 10-1 1 of the Remarks, Applicant argues "Oikawa clearly states that the 
scatterer (fine powder of silica) embedded in the optical guide channels 'plays an 
important role' in the invention... so by combining Oikawa with Lipman, the examiner is 
modifying the Oikawa display to omit the optical guides with scatterer. which is clearly 
contrary to what the Oikawa device reouires " (emphasis added) Examiner is not 
persuaded. 

Examiner notes that Oikawa uses edge detectors to determine the input signal. 
Without some type of scatter or optical guide there would be no signal to detect. 
Therefore, it comes as no surprise that some type of scattering element plays an 
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important role. However, Examiner disagrees with Applicant's argument that 
modification of the scattering element would render Oikawa unsatisfactory for its 
intended purpose. To the contrary, Examiner notes Oikawa expressly suggests 
scattering elements other than fine powder of silica. For example. Col. 5, lines 41-44 
teaches the combination of two different plastics to obtain an optical guide with scatter. 



Improper combination of Oikawa and Lipman 

On pages 11-12 of the Remarks, Applicant argues "[i]f the examiner modifies 
Lipman to include optical guides and scatterer, then it is unpredictable whether this 
modified device will function at all." Examiner disagrees. 

The test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary reference 
may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the 
claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. 
Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would have 
suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ871 (CCPA 1981). 

Nevertheless, in the interest of compact prosecution. Examiner notes the specific 
manner of sensing light does not appear to be a concern of the Lipman reference. 
Page 6, lines 20-27 teach "light is sensed by a sensitive layer (not show) positioned 
over, or incorporate in, the display... [t]he sensitive layer determines the appropriate X - 
Y coordinates of the stylus 16 and sends a corresponding position signal." Page 7, 
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lines 19-22 further teach the device "must also determine the Z-coordinate...this can be 
achieved in a number of ways." Examiner maintains his position that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would understand the X-Y coordinate detection of Oikawa could be 
combined with the variable angle and distance teachings of Lipman. 

1 1 . Applicant's remaining arguments have been fully considered but they are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection and/or not persuasive. 

Conclusion 

1 2. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Xie et al. (U.S. Pub. No.: 2005/0024336) and Yguerabide et al. 
(U.S. Pub. No.: 2003/0096302) teach scatter and Lambert surfaces. Maekawa et al. 
(U.S. Pub. No.: 2003/0030003) and Hilsum et al. (U.S. Pat. No.: 3,947,842) teach 
optical guides to direct an optical signal to a specific location. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ANTONIO XAVIER whose telephone number is 571- 
270-7688. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30am-1 2:30pm EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Amare Mengistu can be reached on 571-272-7674. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/A. X./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



/Amare Mengistu/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2629 



